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0 The evaluation of alternatives conducted is inappropriate. 
DOE needs to performed a detail a.na,lysia of the presumptive 
remedy options. 

The slurry Wall Cimtainment option needs to be evaluated i a  
detail. 
key the  tslurry vd.1 into. 
specified. 
evaluated. 
wall can be considered an insitu technique, 
technique provides l i t t l e  ahility for QA/QC a f t e r  the 
application. This lack of ability to control is a 

. disadmtage of slur* walJ. 96S.needs to explain how they 
are planning to ov@rcome t h i s  problnJ. Also,  the length of 
the slurry wall around the landfill may he over 1000 ft, 

Please look specific comments below. 

DOE should state the geologic forination required to 

Construction logistical groblems need to be 
The described.construction method fox the slurry 

Also, the depth needs to be 

This insitu 

m' A thorough aaalysirt of the ARARa aeeds to be conducted and 
agreed by.the IAG parties. 

EPA prefers to remove the dam either by extending.the cover 
or by excavation and placement within.the landflll area. 

The'groundwater collection and treatment system is a very 
key component of t h i s  actfon. Detail analysis o€ 
alternatives shG7ald be conducted following the attached 
criteria. 

The AllRRs should drive the 
' design. 

(c 

a 
The cost associated with a l l  the options need to bo 
presented in detail. 

.. - Specif ic Caaaaerata 

This section needs to be axgaadsd to include site specific 
conditions related to the geology and hydrology of  the land€iL1 
area. Is the waste currently saturated? whar As depth to a 

groundwater? Mat are the Contaminants Of Concern (COCs)? What 
tyge OF litholdgy exist in the area? 

R C K G u i u c e  on Cover .Desiun 

This section should describe the type or materials available f o r  
each of the layers, as well as their function. 

$elect.i_m Of C wer.. -ti- 

EPA feels that a thorough identifibation and determination of the 
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ARARs needs 'to be performed prior t o  the selection of the 
alternatives.' In t h i s  manner, the optians can he mieasored 
against the regulatory and technical requirements. 

The evaluation' criteria presentnd i.n this section is more 
appropriate for a preliminary screening bf  alternatives. 
situation we are using a preeumptfve remedy approach. 
advantages of t.he presumptive remedy approach is the eXiminatioa 
os? the need to perforn a preliminary screening of alternatives. 
The preaumptAve ren~dy.allows you to consider very specific 
alternatives f o r  a detail.cavaluation and ana1:Taio. EPA feels 
that the apprapr3ate ,criteria to be util ized j.s the nine 
evaluation criteria u#der CERCLA. EPA recamends the USE of the 
attached ariteria. 

The evaluatbn,needs to provide enough detail. For example,.long 
term ef€actg&neaa needa tcr be pwoven.by specific engineering 
analysis such the HELP model, durabklity of the materials, geo- 
tech studies such s.tabilfty evaluations of the area, leachability 
of c o n t d n a n t q  t o  groundwuter by i n f i l t r a t i o n ,  evaluation of 
groundwater .protect;ion to State Quality Standards etc- Zuiother 
exeunple i w  t h e  evaluation of the cogt associated with each of the 
alternatives, -The coat needs to be provided in detail. Only in 
thie manner, w e  can identify w h a t  is driving the cost for  each of 
the options. 
reduce the coat without a f f e c t i n g  the quality dud yer.Lor'nid~~ce US 
the aelected'.;x8medy. 

C0v.e~. .QD r3Q?agLfor 0 u 7  

The need for &e general fill between the waste and the low- 
permeability layer needs t o  be explained. 
need to explain t h e  differences of the four options with the 
ilustratiom of the 
slurry. wall1T . 

. .  

In t h i s  
One.of the 

This m y  allow UB t o  develop recommendations t o  

' 

This option analysis 

"Conceptual cwer termination derail with 

It appears to be the , f imt t h e  that a gas collection layer and 
interim daily covel: fs mention. This needs to be explained. 

This conceptual design is dffferent from the €our coues.ogtions. 
This needs to be.explaiaed. 

Gas Manas .elhe.n.t Elan 

EPA fse2.a that it will be more effective to vent to atmosphere if 
'in compliance with the ARARs. EPA fesLs that  gas burners are 
unlikely to work in t h i s  landfill because a-lack of enough 
organic matter. 

e 
. . . .. 

'5 
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Gradinu +.On- r i om 

The 7% srlbpe looks mXk3.U. 
sufficient. due to ].ow organ?-c content nf fill which may cause 
minor landfill. eettbhent. 
costs. 

EPA EeslB that 3-42 may be 

Cost estimates Lor lanB%iL1 cwez options 4b d i d  3b are over 
$400,000 an acre; t y p i c a l . l a n f i l l  cwer costs .Cox solid mste 
1anfilJ.B are $105,000 an acre - double far hazardous was’cs 
landfill, This needs to be exg3eritled. 
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1.  Potencia1 EO lower the current risk. 

Haw altezmatdve ~~Qv&&?s  Human Realm and Eav.LromentaS 
Prutc ctiun : I  

e? Does the alt'ernative treat c o n t d n < t t i o n ?  
e Does the alternative destroy cantanumnts? 
@ m e  of treatment. 

Need f o r  insfAtutionaJ control measures: 

P.06 

a 
I 

Is there a need t ~ .  instituridaalize risk? 
What control measures are needed to i i l s t i t u t i c - l a l i z e  
remaining r isk?  

Rdsks during hplemata~on: 

0 additional risks posed ta' the comu:d.ty, s i t e  -xorkers, 
or the' environment during. the demonAratioa pzujec t  or 
remedial action. 

CmpLiance Location specific ARms: 

e Can ARARa be met? 

ComZiauce dth Other  Ckiterda and Gt.&bncw: 

e Could the alternative satisfy other requirerneors and 
guidances. 

I A b i l i t y  to waive ap ARRR: 

If " t g  & not be net, .could the lvLARs be waived? 

. .  
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a To w h a t  extent i3 the mass o f  toxic contaminants 

a To w h a t  extent i s  the mobility of toxic cont&irzmts 

* To what extent is the volume a€ toxic: c o n t m i n a . ’ x  

reduced? 

reduced? 

reduced? 

‘a What portion (mass, volume) of contau.i.nated material is 

, What port4 zin (mass, valma) of contau iaated matji-xial is 
destroyed? . I 

t rea tea? 

m e  aud quantity of txeat%ent residua?. 

8 What: residuals remain? 
0 
a 

What arc t h s i w  quantities and characLirisrics? 
What risk do treatment residuals pose? 

Adverse -acts 

I Potential of the alternative to generate other 
bazardws by-products after tzeatment 

IV. . ZkapXaentability - .  
Technical ~easibility 

Scale-up P u t e a t i d  

Ts the alternative already a pilot  OL- full scale 
system 

Ahiliw to canstsuot and operate technolugy 
# 

0 
0 
0 * 

What difffculti ’es .may be associated w i t h  construction? 
What uncertainties are related to constructio~? 

’ Is operation of the technology labar intensive? 
What i s  the automation potential of the technology? 
Degree of specialized aad skilled personnel required to 
bperate and mafntah the teciu~ology. 

2 
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~ e l i & i l i  tr/.tnaint&Mility of tbe technology 

8 

lead to schedule delays? 
Q Potential fox ey~tern failure durin.j operation 2nd. the  

ease Lnd dif r'iculty of mahtaining ':he equipnic.,It. 

' What is the likaltihaad'that technical problems w i l l  

Ability to  measure success 

Q Is it possible to monitor efLectivctLit?ss wf tL, remedy? 
r) What is' the 2AJcelihood that techno' ogies w i l l  aeet 

required performaace specification-? 

Time to ca-ltte cleanup 

8 
m 

Time. expected for mobilizaticx and startup. 
Total time required to complete clc-&up. 

requirements? 
Are a l l  the resources -(budget, materials, andl sentices1 

Ability'of me techndcgy to offer a permarzeelt solution 

Expected tJme-Eraikte o f  remedy to caplete  treatment? 
To what e x t a t  are the effects af ;he remedy 
ixraverslible? . 

3 
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'Magnitude c f  the residual risk 

C What: is'the magnitude of the residual risks? . 
I) What remainhg sourccs; of r i a k  c a  be identified? 
0 a:ow much is due to treatment residuals, znd hmr much fc 

due to  urtreated residual contminatian? 
8 Will a 5-year review be required? 

and reJW&Zity of contxols 
Wh~tt type and-degree of  long-cerm management ia 
required? 
What are the requirements .of long-texm monitorins? 
What opesation and md.ntenmc:e functions must be 
performed? 
What: difficulties and -uncertainties may be associated 
with long- term operation and maintenLrrice? 
What is the pcrrcatZal need for replace;.-rnt of technical 
components? 

remedial action need replacement? 
What is the degree of carrfidence thac r ~ n t r o l s  can 
adequately handle potential  problem? 
what are the uncertainties associated x/;.Lth land 
dispo,sal of residuals and untreated -astes? 

what is the magnitude Qf tYlre&CS or d : % k s  should the 

Protaction of c u d t y  during remedial a c t i o m  

e 

ROW w i l l  the risks to the corcrmUnitsy be addressed and 

0 

What are the risks to the commuafty \luring remedial 
action? 

. mitigated? 
9Vbt risks remain to the, ccntmunigy L a c  c m  not be 
readily controlled? *. 

0 What: are the risks to workers that must be addressed? 

m How w i l l  the risks t o  workers be addmssed artdl 

What risks remain to  workers that can not be readily 
controlled? 

mitigated? 
I 

. Faviromnental LhpacrS . . 

* Writt: envircnmeatal impacts axe expcc1:ed w i t h  the 
construction and Fmpleicwutation of the alternative? 
What are the available aitigatiotl measures to br used 
and what is LTieir reliability to dnimize poteaeial 

4 
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risks? 

Time mtfl remedial response objectives are achieved 

pD HOW long until protecciou agaiast the threats ::asponsc 
objectives being addressed by specific action !.s 
achieved? 
H ~ W  long untAl any remaining s i t e  t h x a t u  will be 
addressed? 
How loag untll remedial response objectives ai. : 
achieved? 

@ 

VII. Coats 

- menses i : sodated  >:-.Ch s i t e  U S it.e Develonmc;! nt Cwt-e 
preparation costs of existing pr,operty. 

Xndirect Capi taL Costs : 

e Enaineerincr . Exrs.cFees - cast of Gimi.~ist.~atior:~ design, 
construction, supervision, drafting, and treatlbility 
testing - 

ClD : Lice mi - Administrztive and Cechnocal 
costs nacessary to obtain licenses arid permits for 
hscaY.laCiou dud operation o€ affclite activities, 

8 S co sts  - Costs incurred to eflsure 
system is aperatioual and fuctionetl- 

C O ~ I P Q ~ & L W  Al l a W a l l  ces, - Funds to w v e r  cost zaaultfng 

conditions, equipment failure etc.. 

c 

01 
. trm unforseea cirCUlZUtances, such as adverse weather 

mw O M  Casts: 

, construction op49riLticms I 

e fntenamc e - Costs for parts aud. otker 
resources required for'routine xnaiatenance of 
faci l i t ies  .and eguiprpent:. . 

5 
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U X U j J K V  Ma t.@als and Eneruv - Costs of such items as 
kemicals and electricity fox-treatment. plant 
'aperatiunu, wster and sewer services, a d  fuel. 

* -A. ces -'!3a#rpling c o s t s ,  leboratozy fees, 

e 

and professional fees. 

strvctures that wear out over tfme. 
I.i-tat&p.n Costs - Cost €or replas3.q equipmept or 

. .. 

"7 
6 
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